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INTRODUCTION

The Department of Transportation’s overarching mission is:

The National objectives of general welfare, economic growth and stability,
and the security of the United States require the development of
transportation policies and programs that contribute to providing fast,
efficient, and convenient transportation at the lowest cost consistent with
those and other National objectives, including the efficient use and
conservation of the resources of the United States.

Everything we do at DOT is aimed toward meeting this mission statement and making
measurable improvements in our transportation system, the security of our Nation, and the
quality of American life. In the Performance and Accountability Report we hold ourselves
accountable to the public for effectively bringing to bear the Department’s energy and resources
in improving the Nation’s transportation system. We use these results to improve our strategies
and resource decisions.

DOT’s performance framework is as follows:

o The DOT Strategic Plan provides a comprehensive vision for improving the
Nation’s complex and vital transportation system. DOT’s 2003 - 2008 Strategic
Plan outlines five strategic goals in the areas of safety, mobility, global
connectivity, security and environmental stewardship that articulate the longer
term focus of the Department. In addition to the broad objectives, the plan
targets specific outcomes we want to achieve and identifies key challenges.

o The DOT Performance Budget operationalizes the Strategic Plan, and provides
direct linkages between DOT’s budget request and the results the public can
expect from programs within each of our Operating Administrations. The
performance budget defines the performance goals and measures used to
manage progress toward our strategic goals. It describes in detail one fiscal
year’s resources and programmatic effort within a strategic context. The
performance budget also aligns each dollar requested to one of our strategic
goals.

o This DOT Performance and Accountability Report provides a public
accounting of our FY 2006 performance results.
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Performance accountability for DOT organizations, executives, and employees embed the
philosophy of managing for performance into the Department’s culture and daily practices.
Performance accountability within the Department is accomplished through the following
mechanisms:

 Organizational Accountability Contracts—Prepared at the beginning of each
fiscal year, these agreements between the Secretary of Transportation and each
modal Administrator document expected levels of organizational performance
for the upcoming year.

« DOT Organizational Assessments of Performance—A review of each
Operating Administration’s performance is done at the end of the fiscal year to
assess the organization’s success in the following areas: meeting Department-
wide performance targets; results of Office of Management and Budget Program
Assessments using the Program Assessment Rating Tool; President’s
Management Agenda initiative ratings; and efforts associated with addressing
any management challenges or material weaknesses identified by DOT’s Office
of Inspector General. The results of these assessments are then factored into the
personal performance evaluations of our senior executives.

« Employee Performance Plans—Prepared early in the fiscal year, these plans
document expected levels of employee performance that clearly link to our
strategic goals through the performance framework.

The following graphic describes how DOT plans, measures, manages, and reports on

performance:
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HOW DOT WORKS TO ACHIEVE ITS STRATEGIC AND PERFORMANCE GOALS

The Department achieves its goals through its leadership role in U.S. transportation policy,
operations, investment, and research. To influence results, DOT programs rely on a number of
common interventions and actions. These include:

o Direct operations and investment in DOT capital assets that provide capability,
such as air traffic control and the Saint Lawrence Seaway operations;

o Infrastructure investments and other grants, such as investment in highway, rail,
transit, airport, and Amtrak capital infrastructure, and grants for safety, job
access, or other important transportation programs;

« Innovative financial tools and credit programs, such as those provided for by the
Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act, and the Railroad
Rehabilitation and Improvement Financing Program;

 Rulemaking, in areas such as equipment, vehicle, or operator standards; for
improving safety; and for fostering competition in the transportation sector of
the U.S. economys;

« State/local organizational capacity building, through training, best practices,
peer-to-peer exchanges and other activities that strengthen the capability of
State Departments of Transportation, Metropolitan Planning Organizations, and
local governments to play their essential front-line role in planning, investing in,
and operating highway and transit systems;

+ Enforcement to ensure compliance, including inspections, investigations, and
penalty action;

 Research and technology development and application, such as fostering new
materials and technologies in transportation, and transportation related
research;

 Education and outreach, such as consumer awareness, and campaigns to
influence personal behavior; and,

o Public Information, such as that provided by the Bureau of Transportation
Statistics, and each DOT Operating Administration, so that States, localities,
regions, and private sector entities can better plan their activities.

Some of these interventions and actions reside entirely within the Federal Government, but most
involve significant partnering with State and local authorities and with the transportation
industry. These are the broad areas of action that DOT—and State and local governments—
commonly use to bring about desired results.
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Our FY 2006 Results: A Reader’s Guide

The performance section of this report is composed of chapters for each strategic goal identified
in the DOT Strategic Plan. The Organizational Excellence section of the report focuses on overall
DOT efforts to achieve our part of the President’s Management Agenda, ensuring that we are a
citizen-centered, results-oriented Cabinet agency, depending on market-based transportation
solutions.

For each strategic goal, we present four increasingly detailed levels of information, which together
help the reader understand the breadth of the Department’s activities.

o The first level, which consists of the strategic goal, strategic outcome, and annual
resources, provides a summary-level view of how the Department is engaged in
a national priority like transportation mobility;

« The second level, the performance goal and annual resources dedicated to the
performance goal, focuses on a particular aspect of the priority being discussed;

o The performance measure, at the third level, shows the reader how we measure
our progress toward the performance goal, the target we set for ourselves, and
our success in reaching it; and,

o The narrative in the fourth level provides the reader details about our
accomplishments or the challenges we faced, along with a forecast of our ability
to meet the next year’s target.

TERMINOLOGY

We use the following terminology throughout the Report:

Strategic Goal—statement from the DOT Strategic Plan, outlining the desired long-term
end-state.

Strategic Outcome—statement from the DOT Strategic Plan, outlining nearer-term
objectives.

Performance Goal—a performance objective, connecting effects created by Departmental
activities and programs, and the resulting influence on strategic outcomes.

Performance Measure—a measurable indicator of progress toward a performance goal,
with annual targets.
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This graphic shows the different levels of information and how they are presented.
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MOBILITY STRATEGIC GOAL:

ADVANCE ACCESSIBLE, EFFICIENT, INTERMODAL TRANSPORTATION FOR THE MOVEMENT OF PEOPLE AND
GOODs.
/ FY 2006 ENACTED FUNDS: $37,618.6 MILLION

Strategic Goal:
Desired long-term end state

MOBILITY STRATEGIC GOAL
FY 2006 Enacted Funding by Operating Administration (OA)
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Strategic Outcomes:
Nearer-term objectives

Total FY 2006 Funding: $37,618.6

STRATEGIC OUTCOMES:

« Improved infrastructure in all modes

o Reduced congestion in all modes

o Increased reliability throughout the system
« Increased access for all Americans

Performance Goal:
Connection between departmental activities
and the strategic goal

|4
IMPROVED INFRASTRUCTURE

PERFORMANCE MEASURES:

« Percentage of travel on the NHS ..

o Percent of total annual urban .......
o Average percent change in transit ..
o Percent bus fleets that are ADA ....

Annual resources dedicated to the
performance goal

FY 2006 ENACTED FUNDS
$12,102.6 MILLION

FHWA continued to develop and promote innovative technologies that improve pavement durability, extend the
service life, reduce costs, and help mitigate congestion and work zone duration.

Performance Measure:

Performance Measure:
A/brogress toward performance goal

)

Percentage of travel on the NHS meeting pavement performance standards
for "good" ride.

2003 2004 2005 2006
Target: N/A 53.0 (r) 54.0 55.5 Planned performance
JAetnal 50.0 52.0 51.8 (r) 54.2* Performance results

(r) Revised; * Preliminary estimate ‘

2006 Results. FHWA has redefined the pavement This section describes
condition performance measure from adequate ride accomplishments and challenges

to a higher standard of good ride......

FY 2007 Performance Forecast. DOT expects to meet . J———
T T
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The relationship between DOT’s activities and observed results—The relationship between
resources and results can be complex, and a mix of current and prior-year resources and activity
almost always influences any performance result. For example, direct service program results
such as FAA air traffic control operations are influenced both by external forces and prior-year
acquisition activities. Other results, such as highway congestion or transit ridership, are
predominately influenced by prior-year funding.

Data completeness—An exhaustive assessment of the completeness and reliability of our
performance data and detailed information on the source, scope, and limitations for the
performance data in this report are provided at: http://www.bts.gov/programs/statistical policy
and research/source and accuracy compendium/index.html. In that Web site, we also provide
information to resolve the inadequacies that exist in our performance data.

Preliminary vs. final results—Reporting FY 2006 results by November 2006 has been
challenging where we rely on third party reporting. Often we have only preliminary or estimated
results based on partial-year data and must wait for final data to properly verify and validate our
results. In some cases where data is provided solely as an annual value and is not available in time
for this report, we rely on historical trend information and program expertise to generate a
projected result. We have been careful to point out where we have assessed our performance on a
preliminary or projected basis. Preliminary estimates or projected results will be adjusted after
final compilation or verification and validation. In all cases where results have changed from last
year’s report, we indicate that by placing an (r) with the number, indicating a revision.

DOT contributions to common governmental outcomes—DOT’s performance is aligned with
its legislative mandates, but in some cases there are no “bright lines” separating DOT from other
agencies. For instance, in DOT’s Security Strategic Goal, we make very important contributions
in accordance with our mandates and appropriations, but we do so alongside the Departments of
Defense, Homeland Security, State, Justice, Commerce, and Energy. Similarly, other agencies
make significant contributions to the Nation’s transportation system.

Management challenges—The DOT Inspector General and the Government Accountability
Office publish reports describing a number of problems and challenges facing the Department.
We take these issues seriously, and have folded our approach to meeting these challenges into our
general efforts to achieve good performance outcomes. We have placed a description of each
management challenge and the Department’s response in Management’s Discussion and Analysis
near the front of this report.

Summary performance table—One of the ways that DOT interprets its progress towards
achieving its strategic goals is to compare single year results to historical trends. We have
provided a tabular summary of long-term performance for each of the Strategic Goals to provide
context for the FY 2006 achievements.
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SUMMARY PERFORMANCE TABLES

OVERALL DOT PERFORMANCE SUMMARY

FY 2006

Not Met
29%

Percentage of Performance Targets Met or Not Met

FY 2005

Not Met
34%

Met Met
71% 66% *
* Revised
2006 2006 Met /
Performance Measure 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 Actual Target Not Met
Highway fatalities per 100 million o
e e s e 1523 1.51 1.51 1.48 1.45(r) 1.47 (r) 1.44 # 1.38 X
Fatalities involving large trucks per 257 245 230 2310 2290 231() 232 % 185 x
100 million truck VMT i : ’ : i ’ ’ ’
U.S. commercial fatal aviation
accidents per 100,000 departures 0.037 0.037 0.026 0.024 0.021 0.017 * .020 * .018 X
(last 3-years’average)
Number of fatal general aviation 341 359 348 366() 340 354(0*  297% 337 v
accidents
D oe, 0344 2004 1940(0 1895() 17.62() 16.14* 1680 v
per million train-miles
U S [ 1CO e 0499 0482 0473 0461 0467() 0428(r) 0344* 0477 v
passenger-miles traveled
Number of natural gas pipeline
incidents and hazardous liquid 380 341 330 370(r) 440 (r) 490 (r) 407 * 365 X
pipeline accidents
Number of serious hazardous 564(r)  588(r)  465()  472()  490() 482(N*  432* 460 4

materials transportation incidents

() Revised; * Preliminary estimate; # Projection v Met; % Not Met

PERFORMANCE SUMMARY TABLES
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MOBILITY PERFORMANCE SUMMARY

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 l\zc(:?jgl Tza(:(g):t N?telrll/et
49.0 493 (r) 50.0(r) 52.0(r) 51.8(r) 54.2% 55.5 X
30.6 30.7 31.0 31.6 31.8(r) 3214 337 v
43 0.2 0.7 0.7 1.9(r) 2.1*% 1.0 v
85 90 93 95 97 97 * 97 v
67 77 82 82 91 92 % 91 v
28.4 52.1 73.7 82.8 954 (* 715* 50 v
76.5 82.2 823 79.07 88.4 (r) 88.36 87.40 v
(r) Revised; * Preliminary estimate; # Projection v Met; % Not Met

ADA — Americans with Disabilities Act;

' Starting in FY 2005, measure was redefined to measure “good” rated pavement versus “acceptable” rated pavement. Results for

FY 2000 through FY 2004 have been adjusted accordingly.

2 Starting in FY 2006, the administration of FTA's JARC program changed from a separate nationally-administered competitive program

into a state-administered formula program as enacted in SAFETEA-LU.
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GLOBAL CONNECTIVITY PERFORMANCE SUMMARY

Performance Measure

Percent share of the total dollar value
of DOT direct contracts that are
awarded to women-owned
businesses

Percent share of the total dollar value
of DOT direct contracts that are
awarded to small disadvantaged
businesses

Percent of days in shipping season
that the U.S. portion of the St.
Lawrence Seaway is available

Number of new or expanded bilateral
aviation safety agreements
implemented

Number of potential air
transportation consumers (in billions)
in international markets traveling
between the U. S. and countries with
Open Skies and open transborder
aviation agreements (measure
revised in FY 2005)

Number of international negotiations
conducted annually to remove
market-distorting barriers to trade in
air transportation (new measure in FY
2005)

2000

4.5

17.7

99.2

N/A

N/A

N/A

2001

3.7

17.4

98.1

N/A

N/A

N/A

2002

3.8

16.2

98.7

N/A

N/A

N/A

2003

4.2

98.9

N/A

1.48

N/A

2004

3.8(r)

15.6 (r)

99.1

N/A

2005

6.6 (r)

12.7 (r)

99.7

297

10 (r)

2006
Actual

6.7 *

11.8*

99.0

3.01*%

2006
Target

5.1

14.5

99.0

2.99 (r)

10

Met /
Not Met

v

(r) Revised; * Preliminary estimate; v Met;
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ENVIRONMENTAL STEWARDSHIP PERFORMANCE SUMMARY

2006 2006 Met/

Performance Measure 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 Actual Target Not Met

Ratio of wetlands replaced for every
acre affected by Federal-aid highway 3.8 2.1 2.7 2.7 A 3.3(r) 261 1.5 v
projects

Percent DOT facilities characterized as
No Further Remedial Action Planned
under the Superfund Amendments and
Reauthorization Act

90 91 91 94 93 92 92 93 x

12-month moving average number
of area transportation emissions 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.3 () 5.8(n 1.3* 6.0 v
conformity lapses

Tons of hazardous liquid materials
spilled per million ton-miles shipped  0.0083 0.0026 0.0057 0.0071 0.0102 0.0090 (r) 0.0059*  0.0060 v

by pipelines

Percent reduction in the number of
people in the U. S. who are exposed N/A N/A N/A -15 -28 (1) -29(r) 27 # -4 v
to significant aircraft noise levels

(r) Revised; * Preliminary estimate; # Projection from trends; v Met; % Not Met

SECURITY PERFORMANCE SUMMARY

2006 2006 Met /

Performance Measure 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 Actual Target  Not Met

Percent of DoD-required shipping
capacity complete with crews

available within mobilization E’ 77 o4 %6 u %» 3 o4 x
timelines

Percent of DoD-designated

commercial ports available for 93 9 9 36 03 87 100 03 v

military use within DoD established
readiness timelines

Transportation Capability
Assessment for Readiness Index N/A N/A N/A 59 67 65 72 72 v
Score (New Measure in FY 2005)

v Met; % Not Met

FY 2006 PERFORMANCE AND ACCOUNTABILITY REPORT



ORGANIZATIONAL EXCELLENCE PERFORMANCE SUMMARY

0 2001

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

51

2002

89.5

74

85

85

67

2003

88

77 (r)

88

88

83

2004

100

91.5()

95

74

91

2005

97

92

95

79

91

2006
Actual

100

97.4

91

82

94

2006
Target

85

85

95

95

80

Met/
Not Met

v

(r) Revised; v/ Met; % Not Met
%2 These measures were combined in FY 2004 to include both cost goals and schedule milestones
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